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MEMORANDUM FOR HR. CLIFFORD By -, NASA, Pate f 

SUBJECT:- Mutual Withdrawal Forces From SVN -- Focusing U.S. Negotiating 
Strategy •- 

As things now'stand in the Paris Talks: (1) the Talks are, as expected, 
bogging down and taking on a propagandist^ flavor; (2) we may be think 
inq too much in terms of the circumstances under which we would stop the 
bombing of North Vietnam as the only way to break the impendingdeadlock, 
and (3) we also are concerned with GVN fears that we will negotiate over 
their heads. The best way to deal with these problems is to focus our 
negotiating strategy on the mutual withdrawal of forces from South Vietnam 
emphasizing at the same time that we do not intend to negotiate a politi¬ 
cal settlement in SVN. The mutual withdrawal focus is in our best inter;— 
ests, and Hanoi could view this approach as in its interest as wel1 ; FNego 
tiation of mutual withdrawal would be advantageous for us, because it gets 
the NVA out of SVN and relieves us of the criticism that would arise should 
we be a party to pressuring the GVN to make concessions on a political set¬ 
tlement In the South. Hanoi could find this an acceptable focus 'nsofar 
as it recognizes that its political objectives are unattainable until U.S 
troops are out of SVN. 

Our efforts at the Paris Talks are becoming increasingly diffuse. Although 
we are Interested in negotiating matters of substance, we are spending most 
of our time answering Hanoi's charges, detailing North Vietnamese culpability 
' in the war, and trying to prove the presence of North Vietnamese troops in 
the South. If we continue along this line, we are bound to dissipate one of 
our biggest advantages so far^--_the contrast between our reasonableness and 
Hanoi's aggressive, propagandists style. 

J * 

The mutual withdrawal- focus might also be a way of taking the pressure off 
.the bombing issue, thus leading to more substantive exchanges. The DKV 
leadership probably believes that we Intend to use our power and influence 
to try to Impose a non-communist political settlement in Saigon — to but- 
tress the hardliners in the GVN. If the leaders in Hanoi could be convinced 
that we would stand aside from political questions, including that of even¬ 
tual reunification, and^leave them to the Vietnamese to decide, Hanoi might 
well' agree to serious negotiations on the re-demi1itarization of the DMZ, 
on the cessation of infiltration into SVN, and on Laos, all preliminary to 
mutual withdrawal. These negotiations might well take place despite our 
continued bombing up to 19°: pressing us to stop the bombing of the Nort 
entirely might seem to them less Important than agreement on U.S. witn 

drawal. 
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An emphasis on mutual withdrawal will help to soothe the fears of.the GVN. 
No matter how many times we tell our Saigon Allies.that we leave it to 
them to work out any settlement of political questions, they won t- believe 
us until we do something publicly and in a concrete way to convince them. 

^Making it clear at Paris that our principal concern is getting the North 
Vietnamese troops out of the South and letting the Vietnamese themselves 
settle the affairs of the South would go a long way toward convincing the 
. leadership of the GVN that they can be masters of their own fate. 


Mutual withdrawal is already on our books as the principal negotiating ob 
jective for the U.S. This wasaqreed-"fcer-un arTTnter-agency basis in a .. 
paper by the Bundy Ba £k - u p~T^mmTttee at the end of 1967 and this paper is 
in the book given to Harriman and the Principals (Tab A). There ' s . how 
ever no indication that the decision of these groups.on mutual withdrawal 
as our primary objective was ever carried to the President. Harriman s 
written instructions provide no guidance for any issue other than the bomb 

ing. 


These and other advantages of a U.S. mutual withdrawal negotiating strategy 
are discussed in the attached draft cable of instructions to Ambassador 

Harriman. 


RECOMMENDATIONS : 

1. That you put the attached draft cable for Ambassador Harriman be¬ 
fore the Tuesday lunch group. The cable develops the case for focusing on 
mutual withdrawal as our principal objective, while at the same time avoi 
ing negotiation of a political settlement in SVN. The cable seeks Ambassa¬ 
dor Harriman 1 s views on the Proposal. 


•2. That you ask ISA to prepare a memorandum from you to the JCS re¬ 
questing a study on the operational problems associated with, and a p an or 

mutual withdrawal. 


Enclosure 
a/s . 








FOCUS OF VitTNAM NEGOTIATIONS 


1. Harriman has asked for guidance as to what kind of settlement we want ulti¬ 
mately to negotiate in Paris. We need to think out where one can go. 

j * 

2. We have two basic options: 1) seek to negotiate the political future of 

| South Vietnam in Paris, expanding current negotiations to include the GVN 
j and the NLF, or 2) limit the current negotiations to mutual withdrawal with 
1 the political issues in the South to be settled in talks among the Viet- 
! namese. We need to work out the implications and details of the two alter- 
, natives. 

31 The approach of mutual withdrawal has much to recommend it: 

— We have consistently linked the presence of U.S. combat forces to the 
presence of NVA elements. By securing the withdrawal of NVN forces we 
would have met our most basic commitment to the GVN. 

— For us explicitly to take responsibi1ity for a political settlement in 
SVN would imply an open-ended commitment that we could not easily give. 

i 

— It would relieve us of the criticism that would be directed at us if we 
had used our position to negotiate concessions on political matters over 
the objections of the GVN. 

— It leaves the initiative and basic responsibility for political settle¬ 
ment with the GVN. 

-- It is an issue which is negotiable within a reasonable period of time. 

For us to involve ourselves in an overall political settlement as well 
would inevitably entail protracted negotiations.. 

4. If we adopt this approach, we wouljd inform both Hanoi and Saigon that we 

expect in Paris to discuss only the mutual withdrawal of forces. We would 
propose to Saigon that they work out a way to negotiate on the political 
future of South Vietnam. 1 

J 

5. We should explore this option as well as the details of what we would try 

to negotiate in terms of a political- settlement and then decide which course 
of action we wish to follow. 
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: SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERAGENCY 0 
... ,U.S. NEGOTIATING POSITION , 


v:- •' : -SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF INTERAGENCY 0?A ■ " 

•; >■' , , U.S. NEGOTIATING POSITION ? 

1. ' Project A : Negotiating Objectives ; .... ' '*"0- '"/f.. 

.V:' Objectives are listed under two categories, those to be .achieved 

through negotiation and those that do not necessarily have to be the 
■■f subject of formal agreement in-the negotiations, but should be achieved 
.• ty avoiding agreements which might impair their attainment. In the first . 
category, the following objectives are..listed: ; - 

'A. An end to hostile action from North Viet-Nam to include with- 
. drawal of all "military” and maximum possible-"subversive" forces ; 

C; introduced illegally into SVN from the North. . ; ■ V ' 

■ Agreed arrangements for ending of all military action, including 

the exchange of prisoners. . ' v : ; ; ". ; '/' ; ' * 

C. Restoration of the principles of the 195^ Accords for Viet-Nam. 

. ■ .. ■ • •' 

. • D. ’ Restoration of the principles of the 1962 Laos Accords ' and 

• respect for Cambodia under the 195^- Accords. . ; * 

e. Effective supervision for the above.' . v . • 


In the record category,’ the following-objectives obtain^ 




"a. External security guarantees on a multilateral basis, or failing 
these,' some declaration of future support for South Viet-Nam in the event 
;: of future breach, signed by ourselves and friendly nations (like the Korea 
' l6-nation declaration). 

• B. Conditions in South Viet-Nam that will assure free choice of 

political system and leadership under constitutional processes and 
without external‘interference. 

S yhis differentiation in objectives indicates agreement between STATE/ 
ISA/joint Staff that the internal political organization of SVN should not 
• he a subject for discussion with NVN. ' . •'/ •_ . 

^ 2.- Project B : Time, Place, and Modalities of Talks : 

. A likely sequence of events falling into the general category of 
Negotiations" is shown as involving three stages: ^ 

' a. contacts - better-described as "probes",'these include mediatory 
■■ efforts by third-country nations or nationals, contacts with non-official 
- personnel, or exchange of correspondence. These 

. bombing of MVK continues. • £.0 ^356 Sec-3.4 / 
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• B. talks - this covers a wide range of direct US-NVN' .diplomatic 
dealings'in which a variety of subjects, such as agenda, level of 
representation, and place of meeting, would be discussed. 

C. negotiations - the final.stage of diplomatic dealings leading 
to a settlement. .*> ■ . - ’ 

v." • ‘ ‘ . . r ■ • 

The US position is that-the first direct contacts/talks should take place 
prior to or almost immediately after the cessation of bombing, that agree¬ 
ment on the modalities for negotiations should be reached i’n a few days, 
and serious talks should then begin without delay. 

‘Possible locations for talks are assessed although no recommendation 
is made. ■ • 

Although it may be advantageous • to keep the talks bilateral as 
long as progress is being made, at some point the GVN must participate 
f ully . The least objectionable format seems to be a "their side - our 
side" with the US and GVN on one side and Hanoi and the NLF on the other. 
The desirability of involving nations other than the principals needs 
further study. . • " 

3. Project C : Intelligence Estimate on What NVN Might Do : 

This paper attempts to analyze the variety of moves which Hanoi 
could make if it entered talk's. Actions are considered under three 
possible Hanoi motives: ' . ! 

A. serious exploration: NVN desires a military settlement in order 
to pursue the struggle on the political level. 

B. hard line: NVN has no desire to work toward, a negotiated 
•'settlement and is engaged simply in creating a new situation which it 

can turn to its advantage. 

✓ 

C. open-option: NVN is merely opening- for itself a wider range.of 
possible options to obtain the best mix between its political/military and 
its negotiations tactics. 

The third option is considered the most likely. The possible NVN tactics 
and actions listed^are based on the premise that Hanoi will continue or 
even step up military pressures on the US/GVN in the south during negotiati 
in order to influence a settlement favorable‘to themselves. ISA contends 
that, if Hanoi's objective .is to stop the bombing and obtain the quickest 
possible withdrawal of US/FW forces, the opposite may be the case. It is 
conceivab]e. that Hanoi would drastically reduce the level of military and 
subversive activities throughout SVN in order to achieve quick agreement; cr. 
such withdrawal. 
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Project D : Substantive Negotiating Scenario : 

While the State Department papers raise some of the problems of a nego¬ 
tiating scenario, ISA believes that this section of the overall project 
belongs more properly as a conclusion. It should pull together all the 
relevant conclusions of the other papers. ISA has suggested an alternate 
organization for this section and has proposed to the State Department that 
a joint working group be established to develop this section. No positive 
response has been received from State to date, and this section remains 
fragmentary and incomplete. ; . *. 


5. Project E : Allied Military Actions in SVN Following Cessation of 
Bombardment in NVN: 


The.thrust of this paper is that the US should continue f ull -sc al e 
operations in SVN in order to maintain the military pressure during negotiations 
and to reduce the residual enemy threat. The paper also states the principle 
that when there is clear evidence the enemy is stopping the fighting in favor 
'of attempting to accomplish his objectives by political means, an acceptable 
strategy may be de-escalation. ‘ , 

The paper also indicates the need to continue and even step-up operations 
'in Laos during a cessation of bombing of NVN. 

\ 

.6. Project F : Military Requirements of a De-escalation or a Cease-Fire : 

This paper indicates that the first de-escalatory step would be the 
cessation of bombing by the US. Beyond withdrawal of NVN forces or a fully 
agreed and supervised cease-fire associated with and following substantial 
withdrawal of NVN forces from SVN, there are few de-escalatory actions which do 
not carry with them major military risks. 

This section concludes that, from a military point of view, we should 
reject any permanent cease-fire unless there is a negotiated'•agreement. For 
political reasons, it may-appear to be desirable to agree to a general cease-fire 
in. which case the US should opt for a cea^e-fire with no limits on movement or 
resupply. A cease-fire with restrictions or a freeze on maneuver and level of 
supply would be advantageous to the other side. 

7. Project G: Withdrawal of Forces: 


An objective in negotiations Is the withdrawal of all military and maximum 
possible . subversive forces introduced illegally into' SVN from the North-. At the 
same time, the US position must be..consistent with the Manila Communique. We 
should take the position that, while the burden of proof is on NVN, we have a 
right to verify unilaterally any de-escalatory steps they may c3.aim. Subversive 
forces should be defined as personnel who were illegally introduced from NVN ir.no 
SVN subsequent' to July 195^ ana Southern Vietnamese Communist cadre. 









.. • Negotiations-should deal only with (l) NVN military personnel; (2) 

■ other NVN personnel illegally introduced into SVN, and (3) those individuals 
whether of Noz-thern or Southern origin, who wish safe return -to NVN. All 
other classifications are an internal SVN political matter and should be 
•dealt with by the GVN. * *■. 

■ V, • *. - . . 

We should accept either (or both) of two modes of withdrawal: (l) 
withdrawal under agreed procedures fcr-. handling units and individuals going 
to NVN, and (2) withdrawal without acknowledgement. We should.be prepared 
to accept some phasing of US withdrawals as verified NVN withdrawal is 
accomplished.’ We must be prepared to continue Allied presence, either 
forces or otherwise, until reasonable doubts of the ability of SVN to 
defend itself.are satisfied. From a legal standpoint, the 195^ Geneva 
Accords permitted us to have military assistance personnel in limited 
numbers, and we should not forego this right. . .. • 

Until such time as any agreed verification machinery is ingoing, in 
place, and effective, unilateral verification of force withdrawals will be 
required. . / ’ 

8. Project H : Political and PsyWar Actions : 

It was agreed that the initial draft of this section dealt with the 
internal South Vietnamese political situation and should not be addressed 
in the course of negotiations. Consequently, it was dropped from further 
consideration. 

9. Project I : "Not Take Advantage" Military Criteria : 

This paper considers the meaning of the "not take advantage" stipu¬ 
lation of the San Antonio formula and establishes criteria for its opera¬ 
tional definition. The "not take advantage" stipulation relates to those 
/actions by NVN which affect the security of allied forces and the conduce 
of the war in the south, whereas the stipulation of "productive discussions 
applies in the first instance to discussion of reciprocal military actions 
by North Vietnam, followed by negotiations on steps leading to a mutual 
withdrawal of forces. 


Conclusions of the paper are as follows: 

- A. "Not take advantage" criteria should be those acts of abstention 
by North Vietnam that affect the security or'Allied forces. ' - . 

B. The following minimum actions by North Vietnam should oe inducer, 
in the US operational definition of "note take advantage:" 

• l) No artillery fire or other fire from NVN directed at US/ 
RVK/FW forces. ■ . 
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2) No ground attack across the DMZ. 

3 ) No increase in the movement of NVA troops and supplies into 
South Vietnam or entry of new units into SVN or areas contiguous to SVN. 

,C. A Watch Committee should he established now in Washington and 
later in Saigon to accumulate a data base that would assist in'evaluating 
and establishing indicators on the "no advantage" criteria. 

The appendix to this paper reviews the importance of continuing 
'aerial reconnaissance flights over NVN and considers ways to assure the 
safety of these flights. It concludes that, while cessation of bombing 
of NVN is in effect: (a) high level aerial reconnaissance over NVN 
must be continued as the primary means of surveillance, • (b). consideration 
■ will be given to resumption of lower level reconnaissance over NVN if 
evidence becomes.available of possible enemy "taking advantage" in a 
particular location, or prolonged bad weather prevents high .level recon¬ 
naissance over NVN if evidence becomes available of possible enemy "taking 
advantage" in a particular location, or prolonged bad weather prevents 
high level reconnaissance and the military risk of continued suspension 
of lower ^evel reconnaissance becomes too great. An arrangement for prompt 
coordination must be made.between the highest levels in Washington, 

•CINCPAC and the negotiating, authorities prior to resumption of lower 
level reconnaissance. 

Careful consideration should be given to the advisability of the 
' US asserting to NVN as part of their understanding of the "no advantage" • 
formula that we will continue reconnaissance flights over NVN, although 
these flights will be made as unobtrusive as possible.., However, the US 

should not expect explicit NVN agreement on this subject. 

/ . . 

10. Project J : Reconnaissance Flights Over NVN : 

Discussion included as an Appendix to Project I above. 

IX,. Project K : Continuing Coordination with GVN and Allies : 

This paper addresses consultation within three time periods: (a) 
immediate (b) if Hanoi responded on the basis'of the San Antonio-formula, 
and (c) continuing coordination if the bombing- is stopped and talks begin. 

A small group in Saigon (Bunker, Thieu, Ky) should begin now 
“exploratory talks concerning key negotiating positions. Cnee NVN responcon 


-sumption contingencies. ihen, > 
would be approached individual!: 
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Once talks begin, all TCC will presumably wish to have representatives 
present and in close consultation and liaison with the US delegation. 
Coordination machinery is also necessary to keep the military situation 
under review and to assess jointly where we stand under the "no advantage" 
criteria or in the policing and ..observance of any further de-escalation 
that might be agreed upon during the talks. Saigon appears to be the 
logical place for this group. 

12. Project L : Resumption Contingencies : 

Implicit in the San Antonio offer is the threat of resumption of 
bombardment if RVN "took advantage" of a bombing cessation, or if "prompt" 
and "productive" talks did not follow such a cessation. There are ways, 
however, in which the DRV/NT.-F might take advantage of cessation or avoid 
prompt or productive talks without detectable or credible provocation for 
the US to resume bombardment at the current level. Accordingly, the US 
must be prepared to resume bombardment in the case of a flagrant violation 
of the San Antonio formula, and must also have a range of military options 
to respond to situations which would not be considered grounds for full 
resumption of the bombing. This section considers those options and 
examines what actions should be considered grounds for resumption. 

The conditions under which bombardment of NVN should be resumed 
cannot be determined in advance with assurance. However, the US should 
seriously consider resumption whenever one or more of the following 
conditions are perceived: ' 

(a) Preliminary discussions are not in prospect 7 days after 
cessation. 

t (b) Preliminary discussions are not productive within 30 days. 

f . • 

(c) The DRV'has infiltrated significant new forces into SVTT. 

✓ 

(d) The enemy has taken advantage of the cessation in other ways 
which endanger the security of US/GVN/Ftf forces in SVN. 

(e) Some combination of the above. . 

Responses other than a total resumption of bombing must be available 
to respond flexibly to DRV/NLF provocations.-' The Joint Staff on-on? side 
and the State Department and DOD are not in agreement as to whether the 
resumption of limited aerial bombardment of portions of I5VN is an acceptable 
measured response, and whether such a response would jeopardise the ccnair.- 
uation of negotiations. 
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This project has been combined with Project L above. 

1^. Project N : International Supervisory Machinery : 

■ ’’ .Our basic negotiating strategy would be to obtain reaffirmation, • 

and, where necessary, strengthening of those provisions of the Geneva 
Agreements of 1954 and 1962 which would help us achieve our objectives 
■ i n SVN. In general, we should seek the broadest possible freedom of 

action for the International Control Commissions established by the 
Geneva Agreements to observe and report violations of the settlement 
reached. 

A Joint Commission, composed of US/GVN of'ficers on'one side', and 

• nvn/VC officers on the other, would be a more satisfactory.arrangement 
for supervising any type of cease-fire or demilitarization'of the DMZ. 

' Such a Joint Commission should also have primary responsibility for 

supervising withdrawal. 

'■ We should consider proposing to shift to the UN Security Council the 

■' ' control body function now exercised by the Co-Chairmen. If it is not 

• feasible to have a strengthened ICC report to the UN, the US should 

C / replace the UK as Co-Chairman with the Soviet Union. 


1 ■ 
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I. The Issues. 


There are two principal issues concerning the "no advantage" formula 
which the President reaffirmed in his Sunday night speech: . .. 

y i. What Would Constitute Taking Advantage? ’ 

Through all public and private channels to Hanoi, including the 
Soviets, the U.S. has stated that what would constitute violation of "no 
advantage" is an increase in Hanoi's level of activity. Hanoi has been ■ 
informed that the United States would feel^ that Hanoi has sought to take 
advantage if it acted "to increase its support of its forces in the South, 
to attack our forces from north of.DMZ, or to mount large-scale visible 
resupply efforts now impossible." A State/Defense joint working group 
examined criteria for "no advantagel'and agreed that it should be defined 
by increases in the enemy's level of activity. Hanoi has not been told 
that we would expect them to withdraw their forces from any area in which 
they are now stationed, or to curtail any of their current activities in 
•South Vietnam. To introduce such criteria now would constitute a-signifi¬ 
cant hardening of the U.S. position and would almost certainly be unaccept¬ 
able to Hanoi. y-'* .)■;••. y; ; 

: 2. Assumption vs Condition. : ' r 

• Our public statements of the "no advantage" criteria always refer 
to It as an "assumption," as the President did on Sunday evening. In pri¬ 
vate, we have told Hanoi that we were not setting a condition, but we 
have*asked Hanoi to indicate that it understands the ‘importance that the 
U.S. attached to Its "no advantage" lias sumption." Hanoi^ has interpreted 
these probes as a U.S. condition and has thus far refused to respond ex¬ 
plicitly. In private; Hanoi, has hinted to third parties thafit would 
observe restraint. For example, U. Thant reports that Hanoi stated.that 
it would deal in "good faith with the conduct of the fighting, particularly 
in the DMZ and across the frontiers." A Hanoi representative told us 
' through the Italians that there was "no question" of North Vietnam assulting 
Khe Sanh, invading across the DMZ, occupying the two northern.provinces, or 
launching a major onslaught on one or.more South Vietnamese cities.. While 
*■’ this representative "said that he was not speaking on instructions, it is 

doubtful that he would have made such a .statement without approval. 

• * * . . • • 

There appears to be no remaining difference on the issues of "prompt" 
and "productivity." Hanoi has said both publicly'and privately that it 
would talk "as soon as" the bombing and’other acts of war came to an end. 

With regard tb "productivity," Hanoi stated that it cannot guaranty "pro¬ 
ductivity," but that it was prepared for "meaningful" talks "on relevant 
problems." Hanoi indicated that the talks could be on the basis of.the 
1959 Geneva Agreements, but that "there are also other questions which 
could be raised by either side." , - 
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The U.S. should'inform the NVN negotiator that: 



1. The U.S. is prepared to halt/is halting bombardment and naval 

gunfire into NVN. •* 

2. The U.S. would feel;free to resume bombardment at an appropriate 

level, if: ’ . ] f : ... _ 

a. Artillery fire or Other fire from NVN is directed at 

US/RVN/FW forces. ' . ' : . ' 

b. Ground attack occurs across the DMZ, or additional forces 
or supplies are massed in North Vietnam in a manner which poses a direct 
threat to allied forces in South Vietnam. 


c. The U.S. is, of course, assuming that Hanoi will not take 
advantage of the cessation by increasing the movement of NVA troops and 
supplies into SVN. : 
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fi U.S.'AGENDA FOR NEGOTIATIONS 


' If talks begin following a cessation of the bombardment, the U.'sN should 
seek to limit the discussion, at least in the initial stages, to matters 
between the U.S. and'the DRV. The U.S. should propose as the first two 
items of discussion, the following: 


POW Exchanges . 

V/ithdrawal of All Militarv 


Forces From the DMZ. 


Hanoi acceptance of this proposal would relieve the pressure on 
our forces along the DMZ and greatly reduce the pressure for an early re¬ 
sumption of the bombing. Without movement through the DMZ Hanoi would find 
it difficult to resupply its forces threatening Hue and other cities in 
the northern coastal■area. 

The primary U.S. objective in the negotiations should be mutual 
deescalation of actions by U.S. and NVN military forces in the South, and 
then the phased v/ithdrawal of these forces. Except in the DMZ area, it 
will be difficult, for both sides to define or implement arrangements for 
mutual deescalation. However, our guiding principal should be that U.S. 
forces operate only to neutralize NVN forces. If v/e wish to move in this 
direction on a tacit basis, we will need to exercise greater political 
control over our forces. 1 

Mutual phased v/ithdrawal offers much more promise for agreement. 
Hanoi is on record in seeking withdrawal of U.S. forces and v/e can, and 
should, insist that this be phased with the withdrav/al of Hanoi's forces 
as called for in the Manila declaration. .What we should seek is an agree¬ 
ment for mutual phased v/ithdrawal over a three to four year period. 

During the time of phased withdrav/al, we would.expect,'as the 
President stated in his speech Sunday evening, that this will be "a time 
when South Vietnamese — on both sides — are able to v/ork out a v/ay to 
settle their differences by free political choice." We should avoid, 
as far as possible, discussions about the political future in the South. 

We should state that this is a matter for the South Vietnamese to discuss 
among themselves and not an appropriate subject for U.S.-DRV discussions. 


Copy 


Prepd by: 

- -- U LI — 1 — - ■ 






£>-/ RESOLUTION OP THE CONFLICT IN SW 
1. The_GVN. " 

The role, effectiveness, and authority of the present GW remains 
the key problem in any settlement of the conflict. 

The GVN attitude toward nenotrat ions has been and is that it favors 
discussions toward peace for all of Vietnam and not simply the ending 
of the war in the North. As stated in the GVN four points (attached), 
our Saigon ally insists on the principle of non-interference and the cessa¬ 
tion of aggression from the North as the only purposes of negotiations. 

By and large, the GVN has been a reluctant companion to U.S. peace efforts, 
but when we have shown a determination a.nd seriousness about negotiations, 
"the GVN has gone along. Legitimate U.S. concern a.bout the viability of the 
GVN during negotiations (and fears of "collapse" encouraged by the GVN) 
must be a major factor in how we proceed. There are two indications, how¬ 
ever, that the GVN does have a viability to enter inoo and pioceec. vita 
negotiations: (a) its resilience from the Tat offensive, and (b) its stead¬ 
fast reaction to the" President's Sunday night speech. Most importantly, 
it should be understood that the present GVN leadership and the anti¬ 
communist and anti-NLF leadership throughout SVIT have Soron^, incentives 
not to disintegrate in the face of a settlement. They must realize that 
' only by uniting can they come out from negotiations with a favorable posi¬ 
tion. If they are incapable of uniting in such circumstances, they may 
equally be unable tc unite in the continued prosecution of the war. 

/ There is little to go on with respect to the GVN,' s attitude toward 

-' .final settlement terms . Present GW authorities have stated that they 
are o-nposed to: a coalition government (the beginning of a "sell out" 
to the" communists); the participation of the NLF (which they believe is 
totally "communistic") as a political party; the neutralization of SVIT 
' leaving it without external support; and the unification of Vietnam excepu 
after peace and after free nation-wide elections. This is clearly a maxi¬ 
mum GW position, and.Twe have not as yet probed for areas of give. 

It is vital at the present time to do three things with respect 

• to the GVN: (l) consult with and inform its leaders; (2) show that we oo 
not intend a rapid pull out of U.S. forces or sell out of GVN interests -- 
that we will bargain hard and e.re prepa-rsd to stay long; (3) demons irate 

a seriousness of nurnose with respect to negotiations tn.au will carry -L- 

• GVN along and make it face up to its own responsibilities. 













I'RArf VAU DO *3 FOUR POIi.TS 


^ Since tne present vsr in Viet-Fan vas provoked 

"by Communist agression ar.d subversion, -first of all, 
i “. is ^?orcant that subversive and military activities 
undertaker., directed and supported by outside forces 
against the ^independence and liberty of the people of 
. Sou 0.1 Vieu-isea must cease. The principle of non- 

interferenee in the internal affairs of the two parts— 
principles declared in the Geneva Accords of IQph as 
veil as by international morality — must be resoected. 
Consequently, the Hanoi Communist regime must dissolve 
all one puppet organizations it has formed in South Viet- 
r.arn^ undergone nates of "Front for the Liberation of the' 
Soutn, ' ulceration Radio" and the. "Peoole's Revolu¬ 
tionary Party." Also it must vithdrav from South Viet-' ' 

Hat troops, political and military cadres it had illerally- 
introduced into South Viet-Has. “ 

2. South Viet-Ham must be left alone, to choose end 
shape for its self its ovn destiny in accordance vith 
established democratic processes without any intervention 
of vast ever form and whatever-source. Obviously th 
could be realized only when the aggression initiated"by 
tne Hanoi regime is ended and its intimidation cental ~i 
against the South Vietnamese people decisively suppressed. 

Only hnen aggression has ceased, and only then, it 
vxLd be possible for the Government of the Republic of 
■yVietnam ar.d for nations which provide it with'assistance, 

- wo vionnoia cefensive military measures on the territory of 
Soutn Viet-Ham and outside, its borders. Such measures ere 
J reS£ r- 7 r ‘ ece53ar y for defending the territory of South' 
Viet-uam against Communist aggression. . Besides, the 
Government of tne Republic of Viet-Ham is ready to ask 
taese irierdly countries to withdraw their military forces 
j-rc-m Soutn-Vietnam.^ -However, it shall reserve its rirht 

- tD restore order £r - d cn the entire 
te.^mo./ oi -outa-Viet-Ham and to assure security for the 
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• / n ¥OP SECnET NOBIS - 


t>. RESOLUTION 01' THE CONFLICT IN SVN 
2. The Posit-ion of the NLF . 

The NLF has grown increasingly confident publicly about the situntio: 
in the South. The NLF adopted on 1 September 1967 a new program, supersed¬ 
ing its previous five-point program of 1964. This public program is a 
central document, for in doctrinal and communication, terms there must be 
a "bibls" foi' all to understand and act upon. 

Tills document indicates the NLF belief that it has "gone from 
victory to victory" in SVN, but that the U.S. "imperialists are still 
unwilling to give up their aggressive designs against Vietnam." The docu¬ 
ment stated NLF objectives as follows: "To unite the entire peoole, reso¬ 
lutely defeat the U.S. imperialists' war of aggression, overthrow their 
lackey puppet administration, establish a broad national union and democrat: 
administration...." This government .of national union is to Include "all 
patriotic forces and individuals who oppose the U.S. aggressors." To bring 
about a "democratic regime," the NLF promises "to hold three general elec¬ 
tions, to elect a National Assembly...in accordance with the principle of 
universal, equal, direct suffrage and secret ballot." To effect a policy 
of "neutrality," the NLF promises to trade and take assistance from all 
countries "regardless of political and social systems," and "to establish 
diplomatic relations with all countries." To bring about the reunification 
of Vietnam ("Vietnam is one"), the NLF premises a "step-by-step...negotiable: 
between the two zones without either side using pressure...." 
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£ 3 North Vietnam: Strategies and Objectives^ ^ Da3 


Taking into account problems of translation and interpretation, 
reporting‘through intermediaries, the lack of straight-line develop¬ 
ment of positions, and differences in private and public statements, 
there has been a fair degree or consistency in Hanoi's usage of the 
terms "talks," "negotiations," and "settlement." 


Talks - This term should be generally understood to include words 
like "meetings," "conversations," and "discussions." Apparently, 
the only participants at this stage would be NVN and the U.S. 


The timing for beginning "talks" seems to be a function of Hanoi's 
confidence in the unconditional nature of the U.S. "cessation of 
bombardment and all other acts of war."* . If the U.S. stoppage is 
accompanied by a public declaration stating that the cessation's 
"unconditional," talks could begin "in a few days." If the cessa¬ 
tion were de facto , Hanoi probably would delay talks until the. 
"unconditional" cessation had been "tested" or "proved" by the 
passage of time (about three weeks) and until "private assurances" 
had been given by the U.S. 


The purpose of these talks would be to discuss the level and agenda 
for the next stage, i.e., negotiations. Even at this stage, Hanoi 
would be likely to seek American "recognition" (acceptance in 
principle) of some version of all of Hanoi's four points as a basis 
for "settlement." This might not, however, be a major stumbling 
block at this stage since the U.S. (through the 14 Points) has 
already indicated agreement in principle with three of the four 
points. The remaining point concerning the character of a politi 


cal 


settlement in the South will! be difficult, but the U.S. has announced 


previously that the role of the NLF would not be.an "insurmountable 

-I - 


problem.* 


y 


■ » j, m 

These talks or process of setting up negotiations stage might take 
weeks or even months. 


Neqotiations - Following^agreement on level- and agenda in the talking 
stage, full-scale negotiations would probably begin. Initially, par¬ 
ticipants still would only be the U.S. and NVN. 


The first issue Hanoi would want to address would be the war in the 
North. As negotiations began to deal with the war in the South, 

Hanoi would press to include the NLF or alternatively, a Front-dominated 


. * "Other acts of war" has now been defined as "all military action which 
violates the sovereignty and the territory of the DRV." Presumably, 
this means.-shel 1 ing across the DMZ, naval bombardment, interference 
'with coastal shipping in NVN. There has been no statement that would 
rule out continued U.S. reconnaissance over .NVN as long as it were not 
readily observable.' - . ' 








JiO-©is— 


“coalition." The NLF or its “coal i tion rc woul d enter the on-going 
negotiations either as a third party or bilaterally with the U.S. 

The purpose would be to negotiate a'c'ease fire, a U.S. withdrawal, 
and a “coalition government" wfth authority over all of South Vietnam. 

This negotiating process could take months or perhaps years. 


Hanoi has stated through a number of private channels that it "would 
be very flexible" in negotiations, and that it is “ready for very 
far-reaching compromises to get an end to the war.“ Examples of 
flexibility given by Hanoi include: (I) reunification could be 
“postponed to an indefinite point of time in the future"; (2) "NVN 
Is ready to accept a separate South Vietnamese state which is neutral 
and based on a coalition government" (sometimes have used phrase 
“non-communist coalition government"); (3) international supervision 
of free elections in SVN; and (4) the timing of U.S. withdrawal from 
SVN is not a “decisive issue." 


Settlement - The participants in the formal “sett 1ement" for the 
purpose of signing on the dotted line are not clear. Hanoi has 
hinted from time to time against Chinese involvement, so the 
Geneva forum may be unpalatable. Hanoi, of course, would want 
the terms of the final settlement to be in line with its Four 
Points (US withdrawal, abstention of Worth and South Vietnam 
from military alliances, political arrangements in the South in 
accordance with the NLF program, and “reunification" after a period 
of time.) However, should Hanoi actually accept the “far-reaching 
compromises" previously described, such a settlement would not be 
unattractive to the U.S. Perhaps for a matter of years, it would 
leave two separate Vietnams intact, provide for some continued U.S. 
presence, and allow for a coalition government, followed by inter¬ 
nationally supervised elections in the South. 



t 








g:n_ HANOI'S FOUR POINTS 

Problems and Prospects 

Hanoi's Four Points are essentially demands for U.S. withdrawal, 
abstention of North and South Vietnam from military alliances, political 
arrangements in the South in accordance with the NLF program, and reunifi¬ 
cation after a period of time. The full text is at Tab 1. The U.S. has 
responded with 14 Points of its own. The text is at Tab 2. Attempts 
have been made in the past to reconcile the two positions. The most suc¬ 
cessful to date has been the 10 MARIGOLD Points, formulated by the Poles 
after contact with the U.S. and Hanoi in December of 1966. The text is 
at Tab 3* .... — .... 

Hanoi has repeatedly stated that the Four Points are the "only 
correct solution" aiid must be accepted "as a basis of negotiations." 

Hanoi has stated both publicly and privately, however, that they "expect 
to see what the American proposals are." Hanoi's private statement to 
the Rumanians that they understand the U.S. will have "its ora point of 
view" is an indication that they will not simply insist on acceptance of 
the Four Points and be unwilling to discuss anything else. 

The U.S. has also given indications that the Four Points, properly 
and broadly interpreted, would not be an obstacle to negotiations. On 
10 February 1967, Ambassador Goldberg gave a speech, explicitly trying to 
bridge the gap. He said that the first point would be accejjtable if North 
Vietnam "also ceases its intervention in the South.. .and withdraws its 
forces from the South." He said the second point on the Geneva Agreements 
was also acceptable if the North Vietnamese withdrew.. Similarly, with 
respect to the fourth point on reunification, he said there was "no difficuli 
It was on the third point relating to the NLF program and its contention 
about being the sole genuine representative "in South Vietnam" that there 
was difficulty. He said, reiterating President Johnson, that this "would 
not be an insurmountable problem," and that "it could bp worked out." 

/ 
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■ ' ' . ' * 1 :. ■ 1 have ^sisted that the United States 

is interested m a peaceful solution through negotiations, 

*2. Negotiations' should not be interpreted as 

e i * 

£ aimed at finding an ac^ptaL 

1 ?, mind that the Present status quo in 
South Viet-lam woula be changed in order to taVf> i nJ -„ 

account the interests of the parSes 
the poiicy of the United States in South Viet-Ifen-^and 
- fl w! S a l 1 ^ reaChed 111 “ ^onorabi and 

prStiae fp YT ? S t0 national P^e and 

presuige. (Ffl: Levandovski's oric-fnel 

states status quo 'must' be changed but when lodge ^ 

questioned this point Levanaovski said he vould be clad 

to change Word from ‘must 1 to 'vould * J END in}. S 

* 

* ; ■ . ‘3* *hat the United States are not-interested 

of Viev of its national interests in hjv^g 
or lon ® t ? m "“tar presence in South ° 
llltiT so i; tion *5>e conflict was 

the withdrawal of U.S. troops^rthe^ligSition^f 31112 
erican bases^should he considered' in all seriousness. 

.r., i ! lf * 3518 United States vould be ready should" 

tiaSd P S? S Sh r 1 cons tructiv e interest in a'nego- 
tiated settlement, to vork out and to discuss 

problens^inv ? UC ? r Settlement c ° v ering all important 
pro Diems involved from a cease--fir-e to n -r-fnoi «> t + • 

and withdrawal of U.S. troops. t0 * final so2Mloa 

*5» That the United States Tj-r-f-v.-fr, _ 
solution, would not oppose the formation of a South^" 
Vietnamese Government based on the true wSl o^SJ 
Vietnamese people vith particinatvon ail . - 

democratic elections, and ft 


$£3Y 
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v’ Be prepared to accept the necessary control machinery 
. to secure the democratic and free character of such 
elections and to respect the_results of such elections. 

*6. The United States held the view that 
unification of Viet-Nam must "be decided by the Viet¬ 
namese themselves for vhich the restoration of peace 
and the formation of proper representative organs of 
the people in South Viet-Ham. is a necessary condition. 

'7• The United States are ready to accept 
and respect a true and complete neutrality of South 
Viet-Nam. 

*8. dhe United States are prepared to ston 
the bombing of the territory of North Viet-Nam if this 
vill facilitate such a peaceful solution. In doing so' 
the United States are ready to avoid any apoearance 
that North VietrNam is forced to negotiate by bombings 
or that North Viet-Nam have negotiated in exchange for 
cessation of bombing. Stopping of bombings vould not 
involve recognition or confirmation by North Viet-Nam 
that its armed forces are or were infiltrating into 
South Viet-Nam. f _ “ 

"At this point you should interrupt recitation of 
Levandovski*s points and state as follows: QUOTE Mr. 
Levandovski clearly implied to Ambassador Lodge that 
in Hanoi he had given his presentation in connection 
vith* the point on the bombing of North Viet-Nam in 
accordance with Ambassador Lodge*s earlier formulation, 
vhich vas as follows: A package could be worked out 
vhich in its totality represented what both _the United 
States and North Viet-Nam would agree to as *a reasonable 
measure of de-escalation, but which would have two 
separate phases in its execution. Phase A would be a 
bombing suspension, while Fnase B, which would follow 
after some adequate period, would see the execution of 
all the other agreed de-escalatory actions. North 
Viet-Nam*s actions taken in Phase B vould appear to be 
in.response' to United States actions in Fnase B rather 
than to the bombing suspension, END QUOTE. You should 
then resume the recitation of the ten points. 

*9* -I have informed the proper governmental 
sources that at the same time, the United States, while 
not excluding the unification of Viet-Nam, would not 
agree to uniiication under military oressure. 

*10. While the United States are seeking a 
peaceful solution to the conflict, it vould be unreal¬ 
istic to expect that the United States will declare 
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nov or in the future its acceptance of North Viet-Nam's 
four or five points.' (El© OF IENAHDONSKI'S STATEMENT) 







